iM his 1977 AAPOR presidential address, Irving Crespi (1977) concluded his observations on the current state of attitude research by stating: "What has been found wanting is the way so much attitude research has been conducted with, on the one hand, reliance on attitude scales of an unwarranted high order of generality and abstraction and, on the other hand, theory that is overly particularized and concrete."
surement have been examined,' yet little attention has been given to the explicit comparison of different measurement approaches.
The objective of this paper is to examine three commonly used approaches to the measurement of respondents' attitudes toward objects (for example, brands, political candidates, social issues, and the like). These approaches are: (a) open-ended approach (that is, unaided and unconstrained approach to eliciting attitudes), (b) a paired comparison, and (c) a monadic rating of the object under study on selected attitudinal dimensions.
The researcher is often faced with the question of which of these three attitude measurement approaches he should use. Aside from the conceptual differences among the procedures of open-ended, paired comparison (ranking), and ratings, the researcher in selecting among these procedures should know (1) whether the three methods lead to different results with respect to the identification of differences among objects (e.g., brands) and the preference for object A over object B with respect to attribute /, and (2) whether the three approaches differ in their reliability and validity. This paper explores these two questions.
The comparison of the three approaches, reported here, was undertaken in the context of brand evaluation, but since these approaches are often used in other areas of attitude research (such as political studies, communication research, and social psychological studies), the implication of this study goes beyond the narrow range of brand evaluation.
The Study
Three attitude measurement approaches were used to assess consumers' evaluation of a given brand of a frequently purchased packaged food product and its competitive position. Each of the three measurement approaches covered two dimensions-evaluation of brand A over brand B (for overall preference and on a number of key attributes), and whether both brands were perceived as the same or not. The three approaches (and a prototypical example from each) are as follows:
OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS
I would like to know your overall opinion of the various brands of product X. Overall would you say that all brands are equally good, that one brand is better than the others, or that one brand stands out as best? ' See, for example, Phillips (1977) , Summers (1970), and Fishbein (1967) . An excellent analysis of some of the specific measurement problems as they relate to context effect is offered by Lipset (1977 Each of these brand evaluation procedures was utilized to establish consumers' overall evaluations of each brand as well as to determine their evaluation of the brands on a specific list of product attributes.
The study, designed to compare these three approaches, was conducted among 600 housewives in a major metropolitan area. Three independent random samples were drawn, and the respondents in each sample received one of three questionnaires corresponding to one of the three brand evaluation procedures.
The three sets of questions followed the prototypical questions presented above and provided data on the respondents' evaluation of the two leading brands in the given food category.^ This evaluation included overall opinion as well as specific evaluation on nine product attributes, and covered the two dimensions previously mentionedevaluation of brand A vs. B, and evaluation of whether the brands were perceived as similar or not. The latter dimension was measured directly for the open-ended and paired comparison approaches and indirectly for the monadic evaluation by comparing the ratings of the two brands (i.e., if the two brands received the same rating, they were classified as similar). In addition, the respondents were asked to indicate their degree of confidence-very sure, somewhat sure, or not
The open-ended procedure elicited more than two brands, but for comparison purposes we reported only the results for the two leading brands in the marketplace (one of these was the client's brand and the other the leading competitor). The analysis included only the 200 respondents who mentioned brands A and B. Interviews with respondents who did not mention these two brands were terminated. sure-in their evaluation of the brands on each of the nine attributes. Information on brand purchase behavior and demographic characteristics was also collected.
To answer the various research questions, the data generated from the three samples were submitted to a number of analytical techniques. Each of these analytical techniques was conducted twice: first for an evaluation of the product category on "whether both brands are alike" and second for evaluation of brand A vs. brand B. The specific plan of analysis included the following steps:
1. To determine whether there are any differences in the results obtained from the three brand evaluation procedures, three analytical approaches were used: (a) a simple cross-tabulation by the three brand evaluation approaches of the percentage of respondents who indicated that both brands are alike and similarly the percentage of respondents indicating that brand A is better than brand B; (b) a multivariate analysis of covariance (Wind and Denny, 1974) ; and (c) a multiple discriminant analysis.
2. The "reliability" (of relationship) of the three brand evaluation procedures was established by the "split-half approach, that is, each of the three samples was split randomly and two-group discriminant analysis conducted to establish whether the two subsamples differed significantly.
3. To establish the "predictive power" of the three approaches, the respondents' brand choice behavior (number of brands bought and brand most often bought) was used as the criterion measure, and the evaluation of the brands on the nine attributes (as both brands are alike and brand A stands out) served as the predictor variable in a series of multiple regression analyses. These analyses were undertaken twice: once for the total sample of each brand evaluation procedure to establish the overall R^, and again on 80 percent of the observations of each sample with the remaining 20 percent used as a validation sample. However, given the lack of an external measure of "validity," one can only evaluate the relative predictive power of the three approaches.
Results

DO THE THREE BRAND EVALUATION PROCEDURES LEAD TO DIFFERENT RESULTS?
An examination of the results of the multivariate analysis of covariance, as summarized in Table 1 , suggests that there are significant differences among the three approaches with respect to both the evaluation of the two brands as being alike and of brand A as the preferred brand. Table 2 provides some insights as to the nature of the differences among the three approaches. Examination of this table suggests a number of conclusions concerning the ability to differentiate between the brands and evaluate their relative attractiveness.
With respect to brand differentiation:
Ratings, when compared to open-ended responses and paired comparisons, tend to lead to a higher percentage of respondents who view both brands as similar.
Paired comparison tends to lead to the smallest percentage of respondents who view both brands as similar; i.e., of the three procedures tested, it is the one which leads to the greatest brand differentiation.
The open-ended procedure seems to be positioned somewhere between the paired comparison and the rating procedures. In relation to the paired comparison method, on most attributes it results in a somewhat higher percentage of respondents who indicated that both brands are alike.
The three evaluation methods differ in their ability to identify the two brands as being alike. The percentage of cases correctly classified is significantly better than chance.
With respect to evaluation of brand A vs. brand B:
Ratings, when compared to open-ended responses and paired comparison, tend to lead to a higher brand differentiation between the two leading brands with respect to all specific product attributes.
Paired comparison, which leads to the smallest percentage of respondents who view the brands as similar, leads to the highest percentage of respondents who prefer brand A over brand B with respect to the two general measures of preference-"overall evaluation" and "value for money." The open-ended procedure, when compared to the other two approaches with respect to the evaluation of brand A over B, yielded a smaller percentage of preference for brand A.
Overall, all three methods resulted in a relatively small percentage of respondents (less than 20 percent of the total sample) preferring brand A over brand B. This may reflect the current market share of brand A, which is less than 20 percent.
The ability to discriminate among the three brand evaluation procedures on preference for brand A over B is not uniform. Brand evaluation via the open-ended approach can be discriminated quite clearly, while brand evaluation on paired comparison cannot be discriminated as well, and ratings not at all.
WHICH OF THE THREE METHODS IS THE MOST RELIABLE?
Since no test-retest data were collected, traditional reliability measures cannot be established for the three data collection procedures. A surrogate for reliability was developed, however, by randomly splitting the data from each of the three brand evaluation procedures and analyzing it via two-group discriminant analysis with respect to evaluation of both brands as being alike (or not) on the nine attributes. The results of this analysis, summarized in Table 3 , suggest that the three brand evaluation procedures are similar in their "reliability" with the percentage of cases correctly classified not better than chance. The same procedure was repeated with respect to evaluation of brand A vs. brand B. The results of this analysis suggest that, in this context, none of the data collection procedures is very "reliable."
WHICH OF THE METHODS HAS THE HIGHEST PREDICTIVE POWER?
The validity of the three brand evaluation procedures was assessed by two series of multiple regression analyses. The first set utilized the evaluation of brand A on the nine attributes as the predictor set and the purchase of brand A as the criterion variable. The second set of runs was based on the evaluation of both brands as alike on the nine attributes as the predictor set, and the total number of brands bought as the criterion variable. The results of the multiple regression analysis on the entire sample are presented in Table 4 , which suggests the following conclusions: Evaluation of brand A as better than brand B on the nine attributes is a reasonably good predictor of actual purchase of brand A. The open-ended procedure seems to be the best of the three approaches in predicting purchase of brand A (R^ = .33). There is no significant difference between the predictive efficacy of the other two procedures.
Evaluation of both brands as being alike on the nine attributes provided for all three brand evaluation procedures poor prediction of the number of brands bought. (The hypothesis underlying this analysis was that the more consumers view both brands as similar (on all attributes) the less loyal they will be to a particular brand and will tend to buy more brands.) The predictive efficacy of all three procedures is very poor. The results of a split-run validation procedure provided further support for the above conclusions, stressing the better predictive efficiency of the open-ended procedure.
Conclusions
Three attitude measurement procedures-open-ended, paired comparison, and ratings-were compared with respect to their ability to discriminate among brands of a frequently purchased food product. The analyses suggest four major conclusions with respect to the attitude measurement procedures as measured in this study:
1. There are significant differences in the results obtained by the three data collection procedures.
2. The three data collection procedures are about equal in reliability and slightly more reliable for the evaluation of "both brands are alike" than for the evaluation of "brand A vs. brand B."
3. The open-ended approach seems to be the best one in predicting actual purchase of a given brand.
4. Paired comparison and rating, both with lower predictive efficacy ("validity"?), tend to overestimate the preference for one brand over others. Ratings seem also to provide the highest percentage of respondents who indicate that all brands are alike.
These results, which were based on a relatively large sample of typical consumers, clearly suggest that the results obtained from a survey and, hence, the conclusions drawn from it depend as much on the researcher's choice of measurement approach as on the real world phenomena. This suggests the need for further research into the characteristics of alternative attitude measurement procedures. Typically, little attention is given to the explicit evaluation of alternative approaches. Too often the decision to use an open-ended approach, a rating scale, a paired comparison, or any other attitude measurement procedure is a result of the researcher's habit, familiarity with the various procedures, and the past practice of his/her company. Attention should be focused on the conceptual, measurement, and implementation properties of various attitude measurement approaches to better understand their reliability, validity, and biases. Research efforts in this direction will lead to improvements in the quality of attitude research in general and brand evaluation in particular.
